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e Assess surface water boating capacity

0

Presentation to Recreation &
Socioeconomics WG 3/25/04 2



. -
REIEeN 0.0 er_.Stu -

.

] = —  — —

——
—

HOVIGESTIY formation used in Study R-8
WBNESSESS carnying capacity of recreation
felejlil S

On *i;nput among many into Needs
ﬂaIyS|s (R-17)

-—'l-_ __.--1-_
_-"'-’_-—.__.-h—-
— e —
B —
-

=

-

Presentation to Recreation &
Socioeconomics WG 3/25/04 3



S ——

-~

Dlizk <o T S «""

> Bozli tretile omervauom
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— 40 oo*’f rvations total (Project wide); 24 peak season
runrJ rEo ‘non-peak season

— z.is= i ultaneous aerial photography counts
spections of boating facilities
— |S|tor surveys, with “boaters only” section
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compilation (Study R-2)
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Boat Tr_ |

SNOSEVal b’h"”methods'
— C omrluc ted from water on Lake Oroville, using 3 or
mora: ; divided lake into 6 zones

= qu; _. gcted from land at downstream reservoirs

arkedlocation and type of all boats observed on
-_-:,::.__, = aps (Including beached/moored boats)

= —?ocused on peak-use time of day (mid-afternoon)
= T'rafflc density calculations
-~ — Calculated surface acres/zone on date of observation

— Surface acres / # of boats = acres per boat (density)
— Calculated with & without beached/moored boats

=

"-n.
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Lif gogsnivet O‘dete'r'mlne Iimiting factor(s) for
BIGI re SE: rv0|r/zone and current status of each

Vall 23V 2 !
s‘c' iy

(DT

(Qb)
et

= ﬁated 4 types of capacity; facility,
- p ysmal/spatlal soclal, and ecological

: ﬂr{?haracterlzed each area as “below”,
— “approaching”, “at”, or “exceeding” capacity

-~ — Focus was on typical weekend afternoons and
holiday weekend afternoons
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_ Wéekends

'e-'aiﬁ}'s-_ P Hoelidays
\r .e* All Active™ All Active* All
Lake | -—"-e. 180 237 421 327 816
Oroville <55 S
Frwrrngl,u_.g -3 3 4 5 7 10
rJrr*orw-v "
EEios | 16 25 23 36 29 43
ﬂ"éf.bay
| '.’”'Dlv'e_r:smn =1 <1 <1 = 1 1
- 1 Poeol-

* Active boats excludes boats in use but beached or moored .
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Ve IgZene =" [ "AvVe. Yo of boats™
Vigin Basinl 20-25%
MJr_Jgu Fork 30-32%

1> 91 *Fork 18-249%
_;._'—3..:-"* - N. Fork 6-9%

= _Hhi_,-_Upper N. Fork 5-8%
- |West Branch 10-11%

*Includes all boats and represents range for holidays,
weekends, and weekdays

Presentation to Recreation &
Socioeconomics WG 3/25/04 10



—

Boat ﬁ | AVE. %% ofi hoatsH
RIAeL S/Skl poats 47-62%

== =

rJJJ"; e'ats 10-24%

--4__-.

_ _.;.r).\; Al watercraft 7-13%
—1shmg boats 6-17%

- |Pontoon boats 2-7%
-~ [Sailboats/non-motorized 1-4%

*Average includes all boats observed, and represents range
across the six Lake Oroville zones.
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AVelrzle on PEEK ﬁason
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ST Weekdays Weslkarels
l_ ACHIVE All Active All
Lake O 1I1e = L 74 92 94
mb,_sgf 1 1 2 2

_ -_'~ ce ._-’.“._
& -_'flf}aérmallto 3 3 6 8

=— = | Afterbay
=~ | Diversion <1 <1 1 2
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Ave. 96 of boats™
l\/lrlm In- 18-20%
de@ Fork 209%

--,;Je 1 Fork 19-20%

—  [Lower N. Fork 12-14%

__.—""";"_.:z_._—-w

—_tf__”r~Upper N. Fork 11%
- |West Branch 17-18%

*Includes all boats and represents range for weekends
and weekdays
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Boat Ty E-' AVEL Y0 O 90aLS™
ri'lf]rlQQ_I _/Skl -ldoats 10-20%

Fle Jl_;*e 2-8%
H; _nal Watercraft 0-1%

'4§h|hg boats 65-82%
~ |Pontoon hoats 1-4%

—__

—= Sailbeats/non-motorized 1-4%

*Average includes all boats observed, and represents range
across the six Lake Oroville zones.
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LJJJrJ% fee'r most“preferred” standards

. -

OIE!S standards not met elated to hoarding
OCKS and parking

Bidwell Canyon and Loafer Creek have only single
S hoarding docks; have no designated vehicle-only
= P Jarking

::f_-.-’ — [Loafer Creek and Enterprise do not meet standard for
e ’10w water usability (usable 67% and 47% of peak
-~ season days, 1990-2002, respectively)

e Splllway does not technically meet the standard for
boarding docks, but does function adequately

(

-‘.
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>3 ogrteri asked to evaluate the
[l lmOé @f several types of facilities:

— J\J nber of docks/temporary moorage only
a'ﬂ Wlth majority “too few” responses (52%)

oat-ln campsites too few = 44%

- :-.---.—.

f_.‘;_ — Boat-in gas stations too few = 38%
— Boat ramps too few = 37%
— Marinas too few = 35%
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o Bozidfsie r'C'éptio'n's'"of iJnsafe behavior

— 9.8%) had persenally: experienced encounters on the
WALEIR At put ticii at risk

13! ""  had observed boating activity that put others
: ¢-l

T @St frequently behaviors cited include unsafe PWC
-zuse boats coming too close, boats not yielding right-
— of-way, alcohol use

= — Overall perceptions of user interaction problems on
= the_ water were low (80-90% “not a problem” or
“slight problem™)

e
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- Boelides perceptlons of water conditions

- /Jf-“'” rconsidered exposed land and shallow:
rurr—vﬂ" durlng low water period and water level
e jctuations to be ‘big” problems

> _...:E'f; Tihis may reflect aesthetic and other effects
5:_:‘::'-‘- ~ on boaters, as well as safety concerns)

e e

— 26.4% considered floating debris a moderate
or big problem

-
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SNEZI 90%) of hoaters said' they were
SIS rwe W|th thelr overall boating
EXET: lence

e :.;.ef@‘ for dissatisfaction mostly related
= 1he low water conditions that existed

am
‘_-
e
=

o

== fmuch of visitor survey period (mid-
- summer 2002 through winter 2003)
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- fFac JJJF/ rlOrl( [Ey SSPLVEical CapAGit

_;|-"

— Hrlr/mg — Space standards developed,
=0
. \Wliis rg .!, ' ramp pased on several sources

= Qoﬁrw ns of peak use — Compare boat traffic density
(peak season weekends and
. holidays) against standards
\=¢~- . .
== ;ﬂ Ctapacfl’iy = ® Ecological Capacity
_;____:__,.5_ Ritee == "0/ /0NY — Sensitive shoreline areas,

— in,_raa‘-' perceptlons of need

—_—

-~ - on water o :

= _ _ , wildlife habitat, etc.
R — Perceptions of interactions Wat T
: B AT ator — Water quality data

(bacteria, petroleum
byproducts, etc.)
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Capzcit Leyel of-
Rzitiric) 2ejeriny
Physical/Facility. Below Low:
= Social/Facility Approaching Moderate
Social Approaching Moderate
Lo q&z 6rk Social Below Low
= *_je;cbi Fork Physical Approaching Moderate
_;.-—f—i__ est Branch Physical/Social Approaching Moderate
;r-“Dﬁ/ei_’sion Pool Social Below Moderate
- | Therm. Forebay Ecological Below Low
Therm. Afterbay Ecological Below Moderate
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